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PARKING CONSULTATION: HEATH, STONE AND TOWN WARDS

1. Summary

1.1 Some of the residents of Heath, Stone and Town wards reported numerous 
and increasing parking related issues, mainly as a result of rail-heading. The 
Council has undertaken a number of consultations on proposals for managing 
the reported issues.

1.2 This report summarises the results of the consultation undertaken from 5th to 
30th November 2015.

2. RECOMMENDATIONS

2.1 That the completion of the traffic regulation order in accordance with 
paragraph 3.7 of the report and the implementation of the schemes be 
approved.

2.2 That households within the consultation areas be informed of the consultation 
outcome and the applicable installations.

3. Background and Discussion

3.1. Some residents of Heath, Stone and Town wards reported 
inconsiderate parking by those accessing railway stations and, in the 
case of Town ward, Dartford’s town centre.

3.2. The parking management proposals consulted on for each ward are 
summarised as follows:

Heath: Bowmans Road and North Road

 Introduce ‘No waiting Monday to Friday 11 a.m. to 12 noon’ 
regulations supported by ‘No waiting at any time’ regulations 
(corner protection) at the junctions of each street where not 
already installed.

Heath: Chastilian Road

 Extend the lengths of existing ‘No waiting Monday to Friday 9 to 
11 a.m.’ regulations supported by ‘No waiting at any time’ 
regulations (corner protection) at the junctions of each street 
where not already installed.

Stone: Elizabeth Street, Church Road and Bell Close

 Introduce ‘Permit holders only Monday to Friday 9.30 a.m. to 4 
p.m.’ regulations supported by ‘No waiting at any time’ 
regulations for ‘traffic movement’ and ‘road user safety’ reasons 
preventing obstruction and improving sight-lines on bends and at 
junctions.
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Stone: Chalice Way, Church Hill and Stone Place Road

 Introduce ‘No waiting at any time’ regulations for ‘traffic 
movement’ and ‘road user safety’ reasons preventing obstruction 
and improving sight-lines on bends and at junctions.

Town: Spring Vale and Gordon Road

 Introduce ‘Permit holders only Monday to Saturday 9.30 a.m. to 
4.30 p.m.’ regulations supported by ‘No waiting at any time’ 
regulations for ‘traffic movement’ and ‘road user safety’ reasons 
preventing obstruction and improving sight-lines on bends and at 
junctions.

3.3. The Council provided an online survey enabling respondents to engage 
with the statutory consultation easily; however many wrote in, some of 
which were ‘template response letters’ provided by residents for 
residents, and a petition of objection was received from a lead 
petitioner in North Road. The overall response rates for Heath, Stone 
and Town wards were 49.8%, 39.1% and 39.6% respectively. The 
tables in paragraphs 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6 below provide detail by ward and 
street given it is Council practice to require the majority of households 
in a ‘street’ to support parking management proposals for that street.

3.4. The results for Heath ward:

Support Object
Response 

rate
% of 

respondents
% of 

households
% of 

respondents
% of 

households
Bowmans Road 57.1% 85.7% 49.0% 10.7% 6.1%
North Road 64.4% 32.9% 21.2% 67.1% 43.2%
Chastilian Road 23.0% 56.5% 13.0% 43.5% 10.0%

The response rate from the Chastilian Road households was low 
because many are in a section of the street already regulated by ‘No 
waiting Mondays to Fridays 9 to 11 a.m. The ‘mapped’ responses 
illustrate those that responded represent households from the current 
regulation install end onwards; regardless, the Council’s threshold for 
scheme installation was not achieved.

The ward councillors revisited Bowmans Road households because 
although the consultation responses indicated significant support for 
the proposals, positive responses were fractionally below the Council’s 
threshold; 49% of households stated support. The councillors obtained 
a further six responses from households that had not responded to the 
consultation; five supported the proposals and one objected. This 
continues the trend for ‘support’ and indicates the majority of the street 
support the proposals.

A petition was received for North Road which confirms there is no 
support for proposals in much of the street.
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3.5. The results for Stone ward:

Support Object
Response 

rate
% of 

respondents
% of 

households
% of 

respondents
% of 

households
Church Road 47.1% 100.0% 47.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Bell Close 32.8% 65.0% 21.3% 35.0% 11.5%
Elizabeth Street 82.4% 92.9% 76.5% 0.0% 0.0%
Upper Church Hill 33.3% 100.0% 33.3% 50.0% 16.7%
Lower Church Hill 10.0% 100.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Stone Place Road 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

The Council’s threshold for scheme delivery was achieved only for 
Elizabeth Street enabling the introduction of a permit parking scheme.

The response rate for Church Road was close to the Council’s 
threshold, but the number of ‘households’ responding without 
requested changes was only three and the remainder responding 
requested changes to scheme operation times and permit costs. For 
efficient parking management reasons, Church Road formed part of 
‘parking zone’ with Bell Close for which the Council’s threshold was not 
achieved.

The proposals for Church Hill and Stone Place Road included ‘No 
waiting at any time’ (double yellow lines) regulations for ‘traffic 
movement’ and ‘road user safety reasons. Many of the responses 
identified the inconsiderate parking in these locations as an issue; 
therefore, it is recommended advice be taken from KCC about 
installing appropriate ‘No waiting’ regulations in the most ‘hazardous’ 
sections of the highway to ensure ‘forward visibility’ is acceptable and 
‘obstructions’ do not occur. The rules and regulations of The Highway 
Code should be used to inform KCC’s considerations. Seventeen 
responses were received from non-residents and 47.1% of them 
supported the proposals.

3.6. The results for Town ward:

Support Object
Response 

rate
% of 

respondents
% of 

households
% of 

respondents
% of 

households
Spring Vale (North 
and South) 16.5% 75.0% 12.4% 25.0% 4.1%

Gordon Road 70.8% 98.0% 69.4% 3.9% 2.8%

The Council’s threshold for scheme delivery was achieved for Gordon 
Road enabling the introduction of a permit parking scheme.

The Council’s threshold was not achieved for Spring Vale and therefore 
the permit parking management proposals can not be introduced.
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3.7. The results are considered along with comments and it is 
recommended that Cabinet approve the completion of the traffic 
regulation order and the implementation of the schemes as identified in 
the following table.

Street name Recommendation
Bowmans Road Install as proposed.
North Road Do not install.
Chastilian Road Do not install.
Church Road Do not install.
Bell Close Do not install.
Elizabeth Street Install as proposed.
Church Hill Install as appropriate following advice from KCC.
Upper Church Hill See Church Hill (postal addresses only).
Lower Church Hill See Church Hill (postal addresses only).
Stone Place Road Install as appropriate following advice from KCC.
Spring Vale (North and 
South) Do not install.

Gordon Road Install as proposed.

3.8. It is recommended that Cabinet resolve to inform the households of the 
consultation outcome and the applicable installations.

4. Relationship to the Corporate Plan

None.

5. Financial, legal, staffing and other implications and risk assessments

Financial Implications Costs include the production and delivery of 
letters to households; and the installation of 
regulations. The installations cost is 
estimated at £5,000 and will be met from an 
existing budget for Lines & Signs.

Legal Implications The completion of the statutory process for 
traffic regulation orders including the ‘sealing’ 
of the relevant TRO.

Staffing Implications The production and delivery of letters to 
households; and the co-ordination of 
surveying, ordering and supervising the 
installation of the scheme. On-going patrols 
and enforcement of the scheme. All will be 
met by existing staff.

Administrative 
Implications

The provision of Resident Permit and Visitor 
Permit issue via existing Council systems.

Risk Assessment Vehicle displacement may occur resulting in 
residents from neighbouring streets 
requesting parking management regulations. 
The consultation areas detailed in this report 
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attempted to mitigate, but the households’ 
responses prevented the installations to 
mitigate. It is KCC policy not to propose 
regulations within the same streets for the 
same highway management reasons within 
three years of a statutory TRO consultation 
exercise.

6. Details of Exempt Information Category

Not applicable

7. Appendices

None.
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